Abstract. The number of outgoing Erasmus students had been on the rise in Hungary between
Introduction. There are a number of European and national targets that seek to strengthen the university students' international mobility for studying. Although they are only preliminary objectives, there is no doubt that they will soon appear among the performance indicators of universities, and this will have an impact on the external evaluation and funding of universities.
The Leuven Declaration (2009) recognizes the internationalization of higher education institutions as well as the increasing mobility of researchers, educators and students. According to its objective, in 2020, at least 20% of graduate students in the European Higher Education Area must have foreign study or training experience. Accordingly, the Ministry of Human Resources aimed at increasing the proportion of students who graduated from higher education in Hungary by 2023 from 10% to 20% (Palkovics, 2016) who participated in foreign studies or internships during their studies.
In addition to the shrinking resources, tutoring and employee mobility grants can be one of the most important means of creating and maintaining international relationships. In 2016 the Hungarian higher education had a budget of EUR 15 million for the implementation of Erasmus mobility, most of which supported student mobility grants. This amount can increase up to EUR 25 million by 2020 (Bokodi, 2016) , but it is essential to increase student mobility activity.
At present, approximately 2% of Miskolc graduates have foreign training or study experience despite the fact that in the Institutional Development Plan of the University of Miskolc adopted in 2016, the emphasis is on enhancing student mobility, including Erasmus mobility. Our survey was launched in early 2016 to explore obstacles to the international mobility of students and to enhance their mobility activity. The survey was extended to all students at the University of Miskolc, but we also asked the instructors who have considerable knowledge in this area.
Literature review. Promoting mobility within Europe was one of the six key objectives of the Bologna Declaration (1999) . In a statement that underscores the European Higher Education Area, the signatories have committed themselves to the comparable diplomas, separation of the undergraduate and master courses, the single credit system, quality assurance, the European dimension of higher education and the mobility of students and trainers in Europe. Two years later, Prague Communication (2001) supplemented the original objectives with lifelong learning, involving students as a partner and enhancing the competitiveness of the European higher education area. The 1999 declaration was signed by 29 European countries, and now there are 48 members in the European Higher Education Area.
While the expansion of membership suggests that the initiative is a success story, many key issues are still unclear. It was clear at the outset that the evolution of the European Higher Education Area was primarily determined by the interests of the parties concerned, with particular emphasis on regional clashes (Lavdas, et al., 2006) . It is a regrettable problem that standardization, which is indispensable for anti-friction operation, strongly violates the Humboldt principles of university autonomy (Arouet, 2009; Haukland, 2014) . The limitation of the initial training period to three years received considerable critiques, but empirical results show that training courses for the Bologna system were more popular among students (Cardoso 2008) . Some empirical results suggest that reforms to create a European Higher Education Area have brought about changes in universities that have improved student satisfaction (Fernandez-Sainz, et al., 2016) .
The priorities of the European Higher Education Area have been set with the unencrypted aim of enhancing the interoperability of higher education, which is beneficial for the mobility of the European workforce. Empirical researches seem to confirm these calculations. Parey and Waldinger (2011) examined the German students participating in the Erasmus program between 1989 and 2005. They found that the students were twice as likely to work abroad as their student-mates without Erasmus experience. It is commonly acknowledged among researchers that the Erasmus program improves students' chances of learning and is often referred to as intercultural experience, and foreign language competencies due to mobility. Yucelsin-Tas (2013) examined Turkish students but pointed out that 87% of Erasmus students had serious language difficulties, so Erasmus's foreign language skills development is questionable.
Although the full range of higher education alternatives to internationalization is increasingly referred to mobility for training (Henard, et al., 2012) , our study focuses on the mobility for studying dimension of Erasmus in the EHEA.
Student mobility is one of the most visible elements of internationalization in education (Byram, Dervin, 2009) . The main aim is to strengthen and raise awareness of European identity and citizenship, promote European cultural diversity and multiculturalism (King and Ruiz-Gelices, 2003 , Mitchell, 2012 , 2015 , Papatsiba, 2006 and, on the other hand, to make more efficient use of skilled workers with foreign experience (Diosi, 1998) . Foreign studies have considerable advantages in the student's learning process and the development of their competences (Bracht et al., 2006; Gonzalez, et al., 2010) :
-obtaining theoretical knowledge that is not provided at the sending institution or at a lower level; -social, economic and cultural experiences can be gained in the host country; -studies can be successfully conducted in cross-border disciplines, professions (e.g. international law, international business, etc.);
-internationally comparable views can be learned; -the vision can be widened and shaded through experiences gained from knowing the different cultures;
-intercultural communication techniques can be learnt, and intercultural competencies can be developed.
Empirical tests for the two identified purposes of Erasmus mobility are found in the literature. Researchers have different views on the first one, strengthening the European identity. Previous studies (Kuhn, 2012) have not found significant «Erasmus impact» in the context of European identity. According to Sigalas (2010) and Wilson (2011) , the impact of mobility on developing a European identity is exaggerated. By contrast, Mitchell (2015) , among 1729 students from 28 universities in 6 countries, concluded that participation in the Erasmus exchange program has a significant and positive relationship with the identification of European identity and European identity. Cross-border activities, conscious mobility programs and plans have contributed to Hungary's entry into countries in which the acquisition of foreign experience for a shorter or longer period is becoming more and more self-evident among young people (Kincses and Redei, 2010, L. Redei, 2006) .
Due to the scale of the interview (56 733 students were asked), the most recent issue of «the Erasmus impact study» (Brandenburg, 2014 ) is certainly providing the most complete picture about the impact of Erasmus mobility on the labour market. The results have shown that participation in international mobility has increased the chances of student placement, including a greater likelihood of later foreign placement. Better positions have been achieved and more advancement has been reported by students participating in mobility compared to non-customers. Further studies on this subject reinforced the same results. Bryla (2015) asked workers with many years of experience in their previous mobility activities (in 2006, in the 2006 mobility report, in the mobility program), who confirmed the positive impact of mobility on career paths. Engel (2010) also notes that students from Central and Eastern European countries benefited more from mobility than their Western counterparts.
According to King and Ruiz-Gelices (2003) , academic literature rarely identifies student mobility as a migration phenomenon. There are, however, more popular routes on the «mobility map», which are usually drawn up along social, economic and historical grounds. Teichler (2011) has studied student mobility patterns for the past decade in 32 program countries. According to this study, the main destinations for student mobility at the time of the survey were the United Kingdom, Germany and France; the two-thirds of the students selected these three countries.
Also, according to this study, up to 10-15% of students in some EU Member States participated in foreign mobility for longer or shorter periods. Mobility activity increased by more than 50% between 1998-1999 and 2006-2007. In the 2006-2007 academic year, incoming student numbers exceeded 1.5 million and more than half of these students came from non-EU countries. In the case of outgoing students, lower numbers can be reported during this period, and the number of students has not reached half of the incoming students. There is also an increase in outgoing mobility between the years 1998-1999 and 2006-2007 , but far less than in the case of incoming students. This study distinguishes between full-time studies and part-time training (credit for mobility). It evaluates the latter on the basis of the Erasmus program data, and during the period under review, Erasmus accounted for about one-tenth of total mobility.
In mobility trends, there are many obstacles that can be identified in almost all countries (Souto-Otero et al., Teichler, 1996, Teichler and Janson, 2007) . These are lack of information, low motivation for mobility, inadequate financial support, low level of foreign language knowledge, low time or inappropriate opportunities for international students in new curricula and programs, concerns about the quality of mobility experience, legal obstacles (such as visa, immigration rules, work permits) and the challenges of achieving performance. Teichler et al. (2011) identified increased financial support, more and more harmonized study programs and personal support as elements supporting mobility.
In Hungary in the 1990s, 2-5% of students in higher education participated in foreign mobility (L. Redei, 2006; Rivza, Teichler, 2007; Teichler, 1996 Teichler, , 2004 . In Hungary's mid-2000s, Honvari (2012) noted that there was a discrepancy between the popularity and the actual country of travel. Intensive language learning and existing language skills play a major role in initiating foreign studies and other mobility. According to Honor (2012) , students primarily chose a country for non-learning purposes, so they did not study or studied abroad or improved their cultural competencies. (In the case of the learning target they did not typically consider the knowledge that was formally acquired.) It is worth distinguishing the position of the Hungarians beyond the borders, as their mobility and migration activities are obviously not motivated by professional development alone (Eross et al. Migration is also heavily influenced by border regions and income relationships as well as by social-family relations (Kincses, 2009 , Kincses, Redei, 2010 .
It is also clear that foreign experiences have a self-motivating process: it is easier for those who have previously participated in similar activities to undertake mobility. This is true even if we know that migration intentions do not yet mean actual realization. On the basis of Eurostudent V's Hungarian database, Kiss (2014) points out that the socio-economic status (the perceived and real economic situation, the educational level of parents, etc.) influences the international mobility intent.
Methods. In February 2016, we launched a survey among all students of the University of Miskolc to explore the causes of low student mobility. The research concentrated on the mobility wing of the Erasmus+ program, including the mobility of the program countries (EU Member States, Iceland, Liechtenstein, Macedonia, Norway and Turkey) (hereafter: Traditional Erasmus). Regarding both availability and budget, traditional Erasmus is the most significant Erasmus pillar in Hungarian higher education. An online questionnaire powered by the Evasys system was used. Source: compiled by the authors.
The online questionnaire available in the Evasys system was sent to all university students (more than 8,000 people). A total of 225 evaluable responses came back. The response rate is low, and the questionnaire is filled in with a higher rate of Erasmus + mobility students.
According to training levels, a significant proportion of students (61.8%) undergo basic studies, 31.6% of students study at a master's level. In the sample, 9 PhD students and 6 higher education vocational students were enrolled. According to the training format, the majority of students are the full-time and public-funded student (55.1%). 22.7% of respondents are full-time and tuition-paid, 13.3% of them are part-time and tuition-paid, and 8.9% of them are part-time and state-funded. 60% of students in the sample are women.
Our colleagues made a personal interview with fifteen students. The interviewees were selected in a way to involve several levels of training (basic and master training, doctoral training) and as many faculties as possible (FoL, BBMI, FoMEI, FoE, FoMSE and FoESE) . An interviewee could be those who have filled out the survey questionnaire and indicated that he/she would have the willingness to attend the interview or a student who previously won an Erasmus scholarship but cancelled the trip. In addition to student interviews, we also interviewed five university lecturers. Our interviewees represented the faculties of engineering and social sciences. All of them had many years of experience in internationalization as Erasmus+ Coordinator or Head of International Affairs.
16.4% of the interviewed students participated in the mobility program. FoE students are the most active, 29.8% of them participated in an international mobility program. This is followed by FoL (19.4%), FoA (16.7%) and FoMEI (11.7%).
We noticed differences in the recognition of the Erasmus+ mobility opportunity by faculties ( Table 2 ). The students of FoE and FoL are the most well-informed, least of all FoH and FoMEI students. There are bigger differences in the recognition of the Erasmus+ faculty coordinator. Here too, FoE is leading, 72.3% of the students are familiar with the Faculty Coordinator, but the FoH and FoMEI students (26.7%) are illiterate. The worst statistics were obtained from the central Erasmus+ Administration. FoE and FoL perform relatively well, with 55.3% and 38.7% of students giving a positive response. Source: own calculations.
65% of students who have not yet joined the mobility program are planning international mobility during their studies. The figures make it clear that the student's interest is also high in the faculties where the number of students who joined Erasmus is low.
According to the training level, the graduate students are the most active, 23.9% of them have already participated in a mobility program. The activity of undergraduate students is below average, only 12.2% of them were responding «yes» to the question. The activity of the PhD students completing the questionnaire is high (22.2%) and the activity of higher education vocational students is average, but in both of the latter casescases, there is too little answer to draw conclusions from a wider range of students. The answers confirm that the MSc/MA and PhD students are most likely to be the potential target group of Erasmus+ programs at the training level. The form of funding is also decisive in the development of international mobility. The mobility of state-funded students exceeds the tuition-paying students. In the former case, 18.1% of respondents, in the latter case, 13.6% of respondents answered «yes» to the question. For students with a tuition fee, it is more difficult to keep the training time, which is confirmed later by further questions. One of the major influences of Erasmus+ mobility seems to be whether the student has been abroad for other purposes (international experiences/familiarity with the international environment). There was a significant correlation between the number of previous trips abroad and the probability of using Erasmus mobility (Cramer's V = 0.249; p = 0.01). The more foreign trips interviewed students were, the greater share of them participated in student mobility.
Results. According to the respondent's opinion, the most important aspect of mobility decision-making is the rate of scholarship and the cost of living. This is followed by the security of the host country and the adequate course offer of the host university. Based on the answers, the least important aspect is the distance and the climate (Figure 1 ).
Figure 1. Drivers of the mobility decision
Source: own calculations.
Among the factors that creating uncertainty about mobility is financial reasons in the first place. This is followed by educational reasons, such as the fear of slipping in studies and the fear of recognition of subjects. The factors studied were primarily evaluated with high scores by students who did not participate in international mobility. There are significant differences between Erasmus+ participants and nonparticipants in a number of factors (Figure 2) . The influencing factors show divergences by faculties, but only in the case of slipping in studies, we found a significant correlation (Eta=0.243, p=0.06). The students of FoMSE, FoL and FoMEI appreciate the importance of this factor above the average; the students of FoA consider it as the least important. The majority do not see their language proficiency as problematic; only 40 felt that it greatly reduced their willingness for mobility. Most respondents (41.8%) do not see this as a barrier. There are also deviations from the training level. Undergraduate students appreciate more the role of the individual factors than the master students do. However, significant differences can only be observed in the case of language proficiency and in the case of subjects studied abroad. The combined explanatory power of the previously analysed influence factors was studied by a binomial logistic regression model. The virtue of the model is that it can be applied to low-level dependent variables, in our case, «Have you already participated in the Erasmus+ Mobility Program organised by the University of Miskolc earlier? (Or right now?)», where «yes» and «no» responses were given. Independent variables can be both continuous and categorical variables. In our case, we started the analysis with the following variables:
1. Where do you study? (faculty).
What training level? (level).
3. What kind of training do you study? (form). 4. Do you know the Faculty Erasmus+ Coordinator? Do you know whom to contact personally if you need help? (coord).
5. How many times did you go abroad for the last five years? (abroad). 6. The level of foreign language (especially English) (foreign language). 7. Fear of slipping in studies (sliding). 8. Fear of independence, loneliness in abroad (self-reliance). 9. Fear of the degree of scholarship, financial insecurity (financial). 10. Fear of domestic recognition of subjects studied abroad (recognition). The variables were introduced to the model by way of the forward method, in which the model was added step by step by adding significant variables based on conditional statistics. Table 3 shows the variables entering the model and the order of entry, indicating the significance levels of each variable. Step 5 The explanatory power of the model is 46.6% (Nagelkerke R 2 = 0.466). The significance levels of Wald statistics convinced us that the inclusion of individual variables in the model is justified because they represent a significant part of the evolution of international mobility (i.e., while maintaining the other variables, their explanatory power remains significant). The odds ratio -Exp (B) -shows how many times the mobility would increase if the student came from one category of the variable. According to the Classification Table (Table 4) , the resulting rate is 88%, i.e. it is successful in 88% based on the model. Step 5 Have participated in the Erasmus+ mobility program (before or right now)? Source: own calculations.
On the basis of the results, the degree of involvement in international mobility is significantly determined by the extent to which the student is informed about the opportunities and who can provide meaningful information and assistance for them. At the same time, it is the fastest and easiest way to intervene in order to encourage mobility. It is also important whether the student has international experience; how many times he has been abroad. Likewise, the level of language proficiency is decisive in the decision. The former factor can give you the courage to help make a positive decision, and the right language knowledge is the elemental influence of mobility. International experiences can be partially supplemented by joint study visits and participation in summer schools. Fear of sliding in studies also affects the international activity of students. Communication and the co-operation between the faculties can also be helpful in the credit recognition process. The most recent explanatory variable is the level of training. The regression model also provides underlying results. The reference category is the higher vocational training, and the higher training levels are compared to it. The probability of international mobility increases 21.25 times in the BSc/BA level and further increases in the MSc/MA and PhD levels (13 and 17 times greater chances of mobility compared to higher vocational education).
The model reveals that the differences between the faculties are not primarily due to belonging to a given faculty, but the characteristic variances found in the four factors mentioned and it leads to different activity.
Conclusion. To overcome the obstacles mentioned in the study, Erasmus Office, Erasmus Coordinators, and Erasmus Student Network (ESN) have an important role. Most of the tasks focus on three areas, (1) more effective communication, (2) improved service quality, (3) improved co-operation and effective involvement of stakeholders.
In the communication of the university Erasmus organization, it has to strengthen elements that better reach the less conscious students. Efforts should be made for students to appear on events outside the organization (job fair, mobility expo, Miskolc University Days, professional days). Focus on communication channels commonly used by young people (social networking sites, video sharing). According to surveys, primary targets are master students, so in communication, they must also be a priority group. Since livelihood costs are the main cause of uncertainty for potential applicants, it is essential to provide accurate information about the cost of living for each target country and target area as well as the possible sources of additional funding.
Two proposals have been formulated to improve the services provided to Erasmus applicants. An important barrier is the lack of language skills or the level of knowledge of the language, so in cooperation with the Foreign Language Education Centre, it is recommended to introduce the pre-language screening and intensive language courses for those who need to improve their language skills. Pre-screening should also work as a counselling to indicate to students' which countries or universities are those to which it is worth to apply, taking into consideration their level of language skills.
Based on the answers it was apparent that there was a great need to provide further assistance in managing administrative matters (booking, organizing travel, selecting foreign subjects). One form of this is to build a database of frequently asked questions and to create template documents. Personal counselling involves the involvement of student mentors and trainees on the one hand, because it does not increase the number of administrative staff and on the other hand because students are more likely to turn to their partner for help.
Students' mobility activities can be enhanced by enabling them to be more effectively involved in the university Erasmus organization. The involvement of trainers and teachers who can rely on recruiting should be strengthened. On the other hand, educators should also be made aware that many students are scared of the Erasmus mobility because they may not agree with the teachers in Miskolc about the recognition of the completed course or, failing this, the method of completing the exam. It is also necessary to involve more intensively the students who have been studying abroad with Erasmus, especially in terms of recruitment and promotion, as well as information.
The regression model, based on the answers to the questionnaires, shows that the most important explanation for lower student activity is student ignorance, lack of knowledge of Erasmus opportunities, they do not know who the coordinator is and who to contact with. In order to overcome the lack of awareness, the need to strengthen the communication of Faculty Erasmus coordinators is needed. It is necessary to use more active coordinator attitudes and more direct communication channels (e.g. use of newcomers' camps and other student events for information and recruitment). The slipping in studies is a major obstacle for students with tuition fees, so the faculty coordinator is responsible for communicating that the faculty has adopted clear rules to ensure that Erasmus mobility does not go with a semester sliding and thus does not create an additional financial burden. International mobility can be communicated as a requirement for PhD students.
The fear of semester slams should be treated not only by improving communication but also by improving the quality of services and simplifying administrative processes. It is indispensable to build a clear and smooth credit recognition process in each faculty, which also ensures that the registration of the recognised subjects in the Neptun system takes place within a reasonable time. The introduction of the mobility window system is a task for the faculties; it means the design of an optional spectrum in which a wide range of foreign subjects can be recognised. This solution helps to avoid that the awarded scholarships can be cancelled because students have not been able to find Miskolc subjects in which the minimum required 30 credits of foreign subjects for Erasmus is recognized by the university.
It is strongly recommended for the faculty to build a network of partners much more consciously than before. This is necessary because mobility is strengthened by partners to whom the students are willing to go (geographic-cultural aspect) and where courses can be selected that is compatible with the Miskolc course structure (educational aspect). Since many students are afraid of loneliness, it is advisable to conclude partnership agreements that allow at least two students to travel concurrently.
Organizations gathering students should be involved much more than before in recruiting and communicating with outgoing students. ESN has traditionally been involved in the reception of incoming students, but the results of the survey show that encouraging fellow students and personal stories may be more effective than raising centrally generated communication to raise interest and resolve uncertainties. 
